Facilities & Services Needs A ssessment:

Pike Townsnip

The Big Four Railroad depot still stands in the Pike Township community of New
Augusta.  When the first train station burned to the ground in 1890, the tiny
community, dependent on the railroad for its survival, quickly rallied to build a
new depot. In a township where most of the buildings are less than forty years
old, the station is an important reminder of the area’s past.
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FACILITIES & SERVICES NEEDS ASSESSMENT:
PIKE TOWNSHIP

The Facilities and Services Needs Assessment isa
mester list of facilities and services with supporting
maps and figures. Thisis not a plan that shows
what facility or service should be located where. It
is an assessment that looks at:
current supply of the township’s facilities and
SEIViCes,
current demand for facilities and services,
likely future levels of demand based on
projected population; and
a comparison of supply and demand to
determine need.

The exisgting comprehensive land use plan for Pike
Township was adopted by the Metropolitan
Deveopment Commisson (MDC) in1993. This
Assessment is not an update of the land use plan; it
will not make land use recommendations for
specific parces of land. However, the information
contained in this assessment will provide
background information that will be criticd to the
next comprehensive land use plan update.

Issues Explored

Population scenarios

Many service providers dlocate their services
based on the number of personsto be served or
upon some other demographic factor such as age
or income. To be able to make the best
allocations, good demographic projections are
needed.

Supply of facilities and services

A ample formulafor determining the need for
additiond facilities and servicesis the demand
minus the supply equas the unmet need (Demand -
Supply = Need). The various service providers
will have different ways of measuring supply. It

may be by number of facilities, by acres, by
number of staff persons or by some other method.
Determination of current supply is one of the most
important pieces of background information to be
collected.

Demand for facilities and services

Like facility supply, demand can be measured in a
variety of waysand isavitd part of the
assessment. The assessment will determine and
report on both the current demand and projected
future demand.

Undeveloped Land in Pike Township (Division of
Planning, 1997)




BACKGROUND RESEARCH

Evaluation of Existing Plans

Existing plans for Pike Township have been
evauated to provide background information and
serve as ajumping-off point for this Assessment.
The plans evduated are the:
- Pike Township Comprehensive Land Use
Han;
Indiangpolis Thoroughfare Plan;
Michigan Road Corridor Plan;
Lafayette Square Area Plan;
Indianapolis-Marion County Parks, Recreation
and Open Space Plan;
Indianapolis Greenways Plan; and
Eagle Creek Park Master Plan.

Comprehensive Land Use Plan (1993)

The Comprehensive Land Use Planisa detalled
plan that guides development for Pike Township
and outlines the necessary steps for action. It
recommends land uses (residentia, commercid,
indudtrial, parks, or specid uses), lists
Thoroughfare Plan priority improvements for
township roadways, and identifies critica areasin
the township that need specia consderation.

The township’'s planning and development gods
are
Maintain arurd, estate resdentia development
pattern in the extreme northwest;
Encourage more owner-occupied residential
development and less renta resdentia
development;
Achieve deve opment patterns and intensities
which can be adequatdly served by the existing
infrastructure systems;
Promote/encourage phasing of devel opment
(to coincide with infrastructure improvements);
Cluder resdentiad development and maintain
low overdl dendtiesin order to minimize

potentid conflicts with pipelines and
environmentaly sengtive arees,

Discourage the development of lands
necessary for safe landing and take-off
operations at Eagle Creek Airpark;

Limit industrid and larger-scde commercid
activities to the area east of 1-465, where
infragtructure is dready in place, and
concentrate residentia devel opment, open
space, and recreation usesin the area west of
[-465;

Control commercid growth aong Michigan
Road, 86" Street, and 71% Street;

Encourage integration of adjoining and
neighboring commercid developments through
the use of shared entrances, parking, signage,
and pedegtrian-friendly designs,

Integrate fully the recommendations of the
Marion County Comprehensve Parks Plan,
Construct more schools and establish
additiond nelghborhood-serving park and
open space areas to serve future population
growth; and,

Reduce dependency on Eagle Creek Park for
everyday neighborhood recreation.

The plan recommends uses for dl township land,
including aress that might remain rurd throughout
the next century.

The plan’s policy recommendations include the
dipulation that new developments should provide
or make commitments for the provison of
whatever infrastructure is needed to serve those
developments.

The plan recommends policies that prevent fast-
developing suburban areas from overburdening
school, roadway, sewer, and water systems; and
lower development cost in rura areas by
encouraging them to develop after such systems
are dready in place.



Indugtria land use is recommended for much of the
remaining areain and around Park 100. New
commercia centers are planned the areas
immediately adjacent to the intersection of mgjor
thoroughfares. Medium dengty resdentia
development and office buffer areas are planned
for areas near the commercia centers. Other future
resdential development should continue to be low
or very low in overdl densty.

The plan dso recommends establishing alinear
park along Eagle Creek. Further, the plan
recommends other park uses, dong with Low and
Very Low Dengty Residentia development,
adjacent to the floodway. The plan strongly
discourages development in wetland aress. The
plan recommends the establishment of new
neighborhood and community parks.

The Indianapolis Thoroughfare Plan (1996)
The Thoroughfare Plan recommends the following
pr| ority improvements.
Widening of Michigan Road from four divided
lanes to six divided lanes between 86™ Street
and 96" Strest;
Widening of Georgetown Road from two lanes
undivided to four lanes divided between
L afayette Road and 86™ Street:;
Widening of 71% Street from two lanes to four
divided lanes between Wademar Drive and
Michigan Road;
Widening of 56" Street from two lanes to four
divided lanes between Dandy Trall and
Georgetown Road;
Widening of Lafayette Road from two lanesto
four divided lanes between 62™ Street and 1-
465; and
Widening of 38" Street from four divided lanes
to six divided lanes between Industria
Boulevard and Dr. Martin Luther King Jr.
Street.

The widening of Michigan Road iscomplete. The
widening of 71% Street is complete, but was
congtructed as afour lane street with afifth lane as
acenter turn lane. The portion of 56™ Street
between 1-465 and L afayette Road has been
widened.

Michigan Road Corridor Plan (1998)

A corridor plan for Michigan Road was first
developed in 1988 and was then updated in 1998.
The purpose of the Michigan Road Corridor Plan
is to ensure preservation and enhancement of
exiging amenities and to encourage efficient and
beneficid growth. It will guide decisions on
rezoning and variance cases and public
improvement programs.

This plan exploresthe issues of economic
development, socid and recreation needs,
transportation and infrastructure, and urban design.
In each area godls are stated and short-range,
medium range and long range drategies are
suggested. Among the dozens of drategies, some
of the mogt pertinent for this Needs Assessment
are forming a business association, developing a
“community campus’ that would house a number
of facilities and services, establishing a safe house,
strengthening job training services, opening
additional recreation spaces and strengthening
mass trangit.

The Corridor Plan aso makes land use and zoning
recommendations. Among the more notable
agpects of the land use and zoning
recommendations are concentrating highway-
related uses in the area nearest the 1-465
interchange, retaining the remaining residentia
areas between 79" and 86" Streets, preserving the
natural qualities of the Crooked Creek floodway
and cregtively re-using the commercid center at
Township Line Road.

Lafayette Square Area Plan (1999)



The purpose of the Lafayette Square Area Plan is
to provide a comprehensive strategy for improving
the viahility and competitiveness of the area
surrounding the Lafayette Square Mdl. Theplanis
comprehendve in that it addresses not only
economic development issues but aso related
topics such as the perception of crime, crime
prevention, beautification, land use, infrastructure
and city services.

For each issue gods are stated and short-range,
medium range and long range drategies are
suggested. Among the many Srategies, some of
the most pertinent for this Needs Assessment are
creating a distinct identity for the ares,
srengthening job training, developing a Business
Watch program to deter crime, increasing
recregtion programs for young people, involving
youth in planning, and improving mass trangt
sarviceto the area.

The Plan aso makes land use and zoning
recommendations. Notable among these
recommendations are proposing medium-density
housing for the west Sde of Moller Road and
redeveloping the large interior portion of the study
areaas amixed use, predominately office-oriented,
Ste.

Comprehensive Parks, Recreation and Open
Space Plan, (1992)

This plan provides guidance to decison makersin
the form of basic information, gods and
recommendations for the city’s parks and
recregtion system.

In 1992 Pike Township had four parks:
Northwestway Park, Eagle Highlands Park,
Gateway West Park and the 4574-acre Eagle
Creek Park. Eagle Creek Park isthe largest park
in the county and one of the largest city-owned
parksin the nation. Since the time of the plan, 16-
acre WISH Park has been donated to the City and

Potential Park Sites (1992)

Location Acres
9200 Moore Road 134
6000 W. 52™ Street 25
7500 Walnut Drive 138
5200 Guion Road 20

developed with a playground and picnic area.
Another notable development since that time is
congtruction of swimming pool at Northwestway
Park.

To further the god of acquiring adequate park land
for the population of Pike Township, potentia park
gtes have been identified. Four Stes were
identified with atotal areaof 317 acres. A portion
of the potentia park ste on Wanut Drive has
become apark. WISH Park occupies the
southwestern portion of that particular site.

I ndianapolis Greenways Plan (1994)

The Indianapolis Greenways Plan describes the
community’ s vison for an interconnected regiona
network of linear open spaces that supports and
promotes recresation, fitness, and conservation.

Two Pike Township stream corridors were studied
in the Greenways Plan. Crooked Creek and Eagle
Creek.

Crooked Creek

The plan recommends trails (some paved, some
unpaved) aong Crooked Creek from College
Park to 79" Street, from Walnut Driveto
Westlane Road, and from Grandview Drive near
66" Street to Kesder Boulevard. In non-trail
segments, conservation of the stream corridor’s
natura resources is recommended.

Eagle Creek

The section of Eagle Creek upstream from Eagle
Creek Park is recommended for conservation of
its natural resources, for



canoeing and for fishing access. The portion of
Eagle Creek downstream of the dam is
recommended for trail use. At the stream’s
confluence this trail would connect into atrail that
pardldsWhite River.

Eagle Creek Park Master Plan (1997)

Park master plans provide the framework for the
physical development or re-devel opment of
individual parks. Eagle Creek Park represents
about 16% of the township’ s total land base, so
future plans for the park have a significant effect on
the whole township.

The god of the planisto maintain the naturd
agpects of the park’ s resources while dlowing for
increased park use. The increased usageis
expected to come in the form of environmenta
education and fitness programs. The plan reaffirms

the intention from the time of park’ s inception that
it befinancidly sdf-aufficient.

The plan dividesthe park into 19 areas, each with
its own character and recommended future uses. In
mogt areas the plan calls for maintaining the current
Stuation with no new amenities or low impact
amenities such as hiking trails. Notable exceptions
to this are a proposed soccer complex on the
south side of 56" Street, a new entrance on the
west Sde of the reservoir, expansion of the golf
course and development of a environmental
education campus. The environmenta education
campus would cater to the interests of awide
gpectrum of vigtors and users, from the casud
vigitor to grade school students to university
students doing research projects.



DEVELOPMENT OF
POPULATION SCENARIOS

In this Assessment, population projections look at
both the year 2020 and at build-out population.
Build-out population is the number of people living
in Pike Township in the year when every piece of
property has been developed. The projections are
based on the premise that devel opment will occur
as shown in the 1993 Pike Township
Comprehengve Land Use Plan (with modifications
for recent developments that may have occurred
differently than the plan recommended). Another
assumption isthat average household szein the
township will remain congant at the 1990 leve of
2.21 persons. This may cause the projections to be
high.

Determining when full build-out might occur is
difficult due to the number of variables. The

economy, changing demographics, and provison
of roads, sewers, water and other infrastructure dl
have amgor impact on rate of development.

Three projections were made for the 2020
population: fast growth (78,500), medium growth
(73,700) and dow growth (69,000). Each
projection is based on the assumption that the
current rate of growth will continue until the amount
of available land decreases to a point where it
becomes alimiting factor. At thet point it is
assumed that growth will dow to arate Smilar to
that of Washington Township. Washington
Township was chosen because it is a suburban
township that has nearly reached full development.
The projections differ by the length of time thet the
exiding rate of development will continue. The
medium growth scenario will be used in the tables
used throughout the rest of this document.

Historic and Projected Population for Pike Township. (Division of Planning. 1999)
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EXPLORATION OF STANDARDS
FOR SERVICES AND FACILITIES

Locdl, state and national sources were researched
to determine what standards currently exist for the
provison of services and facilities. These
standards were then applied to Pike Township as
shown in the charts on the following pages.

Planning standards should not be the only method
used for devising the demand for services and
fadilities in acommunity. Each community has
digtinctive needs that should be kept in mind
throughout the planning process. Standards do not
account for the “ diverse conditions, populations,
and values of Urban America” (Gold, Seymour
M., Recreation Planning and Design. 1980.)
They can be useful guiddines to follow when
deveoping future plans, but only when the inherent
limitations of standards are understood.

The use of standards to determine need for
sarvices and fadilities has limitations. One limitation
isthe age of the standard and data being used.
Standards can become outdated as technology and
peopl€' s preferences change over time.

Typicaly standards are not locaized. Most
sandards are set at anationd level and do not
take into account factors that may affect the use of
the standard a aloca levd.

The source of astandard can be a consideration.

If agtandard isissued from an organization that
would benefit from the increased need of aservice,
the sandard may be atificidly high.

Some standards are not well defined. They can be
congtrued to mean different things. For example,
the standard for Emergency Medical Services
requires a certain number of vehicles per 1,000

populaion. However the type of vehiclesis not
defined. Whether the standard is for ambulances
only, or acombination of ambulances, paramedic
vehicles, and extraction vehicles, is not specified.
This can cause a problem when defining what is
redlly needed in an area.

Marion County’ s townships are not walled-in
communities that must provide dl of their own
services and facilities. Consumers of services and
fecilities are able to easily crosstownship
boundaries to seek many of their needs. Pike
Township resdents frequently go outsde the
township to seek services and facilitieswhile Pike
Township facilities frequently serve persons from
outside the township. Townships have been used
for the Needs Assessments because in Marion
County the townships are readily known
geographic units and provide aeasy way to think
about issues that may be variable across the
county.

L ocalization

Mogt of the above facility and service sandards
are nationaly based. They should be considered
guides. The uniqueness of every town, city and
county, with their differing socioeconomic, climdtic,
geographic and cultura characterigtics, makesit
undesirable to gpply dl sandardsin the same
manner in every community. In this assessment,
localization of the standards was attempted through
community surveys and public mestings.

Survey

A community survey was conducted for the
Divisgon of Planning by ITUPUI's Polis Center and
Public Opinion Laboratory. The survey was done
by telephone to arandom selection of 1200
Marion County households and 600 Marion
County businesses. The resdentid survey was
done in amanner to be daidicdly sgnificant at



both the county and township level. The business
survey did not ask as many question asthe
resdentid survey and issignificant only & the
county level. Both surveys are accurate within five
percentage points. Highlights of the survey results
are shown in the chart below.

In each ingance where there was a sgnificant
difference between the township results and the
county results (schools, parks, and elderly
housing), Pike Township residents were more
satisfied with their services or facilities than County
resdents asawhole.

Focus Group Meeting

On March 30, 1999 a meeting was held with
representatives of various service and facility
providersin Pike Township aswell as
representatives of two umbrella groups of
neighborhood organizations: Pike Township
Residents Association (PTRA) and Marion County
Alliance of Neighborhood Associations
(MCANA).

The purpose of the meeting was to discussthe
adequacy of current facilities and services, how the
various sarvice and facility providers determine the
appropriate level of service and how they planto
meset the needs of the growing population.

In addition to the needs of their own agency,
participants were asked for their opinion of the
adequacy of the township's services and facilities
in generd. More park land was most frequently
rated a priority. Other issuesrated as priorities
were waking paths to parks, an additiona pooal,
more public playgrounds, a coffeehouse, new
ambulances, anew fire truck, anew sheriff’ sroll
cal station, expanded public trangportation and
more child care.

Public Meeting

On June 14, 1999 a meeting of the genera public
was held. The purpose of this meeting was to
present the information collected to date and to
gauge the public perceptions of the adequacy of
civic fecilities and services.

The adequacy of the township'sfacilitiesand
services as suggested by the standards was not
questioned. Among the issues that generated
discussion was the need for more sdewaks
connecting residentia areas to each other and to
the township’s parks and retail areas. The needs
of working parents, three generational households,
and recent immigrants were brought up as issues.

SURVEY RESULTS

Percent rating this service or facility as excellent or good
Pike Township Residents Marion County Residents
(Businesses)

Schools 86% 71% (businesses 60%)
Libraries 74% 76%
Parks 72% 63%
Fire Services 93% 91% (businesses 89%)
Law Enforcement 72% 70% (businesses 81%)
Percent rating the provision of this service or facility as adequate
Youth Services 47% 46%
Affordable Housing 62% 57% (businesses 59%)

Elderly Housing 68% 55%
Survey of Marion County Residents and Businesses on Public Facility Needs. The Polis Center. 1999.




FACILITIES AND SERVICES
ASSESSED

The following tables and commentary are the

results of comparing supply and demand of

facilities and sarvices. National, sate and loca

standards have been applied to the current and
projected population to determine the demand for
facilities and services now, in 2020, and at build-
out. The tables show the current supply of
sarvices and facilities and then compares demand
and supply to find need.

EDUCATION

Standard Current Current Current Township Township Source of
(#/pupils) Township Township Township Demand in | Demand at Standard
Demand Supply Status 2020 Build-out
(61,900 (+/-) (73,700 (87,000
people) people) people)
K-5 Grades K-1 186 226 +40 273 321 A
classrooms 1 classroom classrooms | classrooms | classrooms | classrooms | classrooms
/18 students (Pike)
Grades 2-3 37
1/20 classrooms
Grades 4-5 (IPS)
1/27
Middle School Grade 6 1/27 83 117 34 108 126 A
classrooms Grades 7-8 classrooms | classrooms | classrooms | classrooms | classrooms
1/20
High School 1/20 105 130 +25 125 150 A
classrooms classrooms classrooms | classrooms | classrooms | classrooms | classrooms
K-5 staff 1 staff 178 staff 436 staff +209 staff 273 staff 323 staff B
person/22 persons persons persons persons persons
students (Pike)
99 staff
persons
(IPS)
Middle school 1/20 staff 91 staff 213 staff +118 staff 115 staff 135 staff B
staff persons persons persons persons persons persons
High School 1/19 staff 111 staff 225 staff +114 staff 132 staff 158 staff B
staff persons persons persons persons persons persons
K-5 sites 7acres+1 93 acres 152 acres +59 acres 102 acres 112 acres C
acre/100
pupils over
200
Middle school 15acres+1 51.5 acres 135 acres +83.5 acres 55.5 acres 59.5 acres C
sites acre/100
pupils over
450
Senior High 20 acres +1 38 acres 100 acres +62 acres 43 acres 48 acres C
sites acre/100
pupils over
600
Library book varies with 154,750 114,954 -39,796 184,250 217,500 D
stock population books books books books books

Source of Standard:
A Pike Township Metropolitan School District , 1999.
B Burchell, Robert W. et al, Development Impact. 1994.




C Indiana State Board of Education, School Facility Guidelines. 1995.
D Wheeler, J.L and Goldhor, Herbert, Practical Administration of Public Libraries

Education

In addition to information from the Pike Township
Metropolitan School Didtrict, the above chart
includes data from the IPS (Indianapolis Public
Schools) eementary school located in Pike
Township. It does not include information from
private schools. According to 1997-1998 figures
from the Indiana Department of Education (DOE),
4.6% of Pike Township students are in private,
non-Catholic schools. For the 1991-1992 school
year, the last year that DOE kept statistics on
Catholic Schools, 10% of Pike Township students
attended Catholic schools. Only 0.9% of Pike
Township students are home schooled, but the
number is seadily growing.

The current trend in education planning is the use
of performance standards as the primary service
level measurement tool. The United States
Department of Education emphasizes performance
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datistics to provide a picture of how well loca
education sysems are doing. Examples of this
type of measurement are student attendance,
academic achievement and graduation rates.
Although these are worthy tools, they do not
measure resource requirements, which iswhet the
above table attempts to do.

The Indiangpolis-Marion County Library has
divided the entire county into library digtricts. Pike
Township is served by three didtricts: the Pike
branch library, the Nora branch library and the
Eagle branch library. The entire county is served
by the Centrd Library located downtown. An
estimated 94% of the Pike branch digtrict falls
within Pike Township. Approximatdy 12% of the
Nora branch district and 48% of the Eagle branch
digrict fal into Pike Township. The numbers used
in the above table reflect these proportions.




PARKS AND RECREATION

Standard Current Current Current Township Township Source of
(#/persons) Township Township Township Demand in Demand at Standard
Demand Supply status 2020 Build-out
(61,900 (+-) (73,700 (87,000
people) people) people)
Neighborhood 1.3 acres 80 acres 34.7 acres -45.3 acres 96 acres 113 acres E
Parks /1000
Community 6 acres /1000 371 acres 117 acres -254 acres 442 acres 522 acres E
Parks
Regional 10 acres 619 acres 4395 acres +3,776 737 acres 870 acres E
Parks /1000 acres
Playgrounds 1 25 play- 17 play- -8 play- 29 play- 35 play- E
playground/2 grounds grounds grounds grounds grounds
500
population
Outdoor 1 court /5000 12 courts 15 courts +3 courts 15 courts 17 courts E
basketball
courts
Tennis courts 1 court /2000 31 courts 17 courts -14 courts 37 courts 44 courts E
Baseball 1 diamond 12 4 diamonds -8 15 17 E
diamonds /5000 diamonds diamonds diamonds diamonds
Football fields 1 field 3 fields 3 fields 0 fields 4 fields 4 fields E
/20,000
Soccer fields 1 field 6 fields 11 fields +5 fields 7 fields 9 fields E
/10,000
Softball 1 diamond 12 17 +5 15 17 E
diamonds /5000 diamonds diamonds diamonds diamonds diamonds
Golf course 9 holes/ 18 holes 27 holes +9 holes 27 holes 27 holes E
25,000
Outdoor 1 pool 3 pools 1 pool -2 pools 4 pools 4 pools E
swimming /20,000
pools
Picnic shelters 1 shelter 12 shelters 18 shelters +6 shelters 15 shelters 17 shelters E
/5000
Trails .15 mile/ 9 miles 11 miles +2 miles 11 miles 13 miles E
1000
Recreation 1 center 1 center 0 centers -1 center 1 center 2 centers E
centers /50,000
Cemetery 1 acre/587 105 acres 11 acres -94 acres 126 acres 148 acres F
acreage
Source of Standard:
E Indianapolis Parks and Recreation, Pathways to the Future: Indianapolis-Marion County Park, Recreation and Open
Space Plan. 1999.
F Current county level of service.

Parks and Recreation The number of recreation facilities reported in the
The standards for park acreage are agoa of above table is a combination of facilities provided
Indianapolis Parks and Recreation. If thisgod is at city parks and public schools in the township.
met, the amount of park acreage in Marion County Not dl facilities on public school property may be
will nearly double. available to the generd public. Facilities on privae

property, such as churches and private schools,
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that may be open to the public are not reported in

the above table. A range of park typesis needed to fulfill an ared's
park and recreation needs. In Pike Township
Y outh athletic leagues will frequently have needsin thereis adequate regiona park acreage but a
excess of the standards shown above. deficit of other types of parks. Community parks
and especidly neighborhood parks needed to be
In addition to the pool a Northwestway Perk, scattered throughout the township in order to
Indy Parks operates a swimming beach at Eagle provide accessible recregtion to dl citizens.
Creek Park.
Severd small cemeteries are located in Pike
Pike Township has more park acres and more Township, but they are not large enough to handle
park acres per person than any of the other the potential demand. However the large
townships, yet aneed for more park land was Washington Park North Cemetery isjust over the
cited as a priority. border in Washington Township.
MEDICAL
Standard Current Current Current Township Township Source of
(#/persons) Township Township Township | Demand in Need at Standard
Demand Supply Status 2020 Build-out
(61,900 (+-) (73,700 (87,000
people) people) people)
Physicians 1 physician 18 physicians 207 +189 21 25 G
/3500 physicians physicians | physicians physicians
Dentists 1 dentist 12 dentists 50 dentists +38 15 dentists 17 dentists G
/5000 dentists
Mental Health 1 31 30 profes- -1 profes- 37 profes- 44 profes- B
Personnel professional/ | professionals sionals sional sionals sionals
2000
Hospital Beds 1 bed/250 248 beds 89 beds -159 beds 295 beds 348 beds B
Source of Standard:
B Burchell, Robert W. et al, Development Impact. 1994.
G Indiana Department of Health

Medical of Pike s eastern boundary (Columbia Women's
The undersupply of hospitd bedsin Pike Township Hospitd, . Vincent's Indianapolis Hospitd) and
is not necessarily aproblem. Three hospitals with southern boundary (Westview Hospitd).

atotal of 983 beds are located within two blocks



SAFETY

Standard Current Current Current Township Township Source of
(#/persons) Township Township Township | Demand in Need at Standard
Demand Supply Status 2020 Build-out
(61,900 (+-) (73,700 (87,000
people) people) people)
EMS Full-time 12 profes- 60 136 profes- | +16 profes- 96 profes- G
Personnel sionals professionals sionals sionals sionals
/service area
EMS Vehicles 1 ambulance | 5ambulances 6 +1 8 H
/service area ambulances | ambulance ambulances
Fire Personnel 12 profes- 60 136 profes- | +16 profes- 96 profes- H
sionals professionals sionals sionals sionals
/service area
Fire Vehicles 1 pumper 5 pumpers, 7 pumpers, +2 8 pumpers, H
/service area | 3 laddertrucks | 1 aerialtruck | pumpers, 5 ladder
.6 ladder -2 ladder trucks
trucks trucks
/service area
Fire Facilities 1 station 5 stations 5 stations 0 stations 8 stations H
/service area
Police 1 124 56 profes- -68 profes- | 147 profes- | 174 profes- B
Personnel professional/ | professionals sionals sionals sionals sionals
500
Police 1 vehicle 37 vehicles 40 vehicles +3 vehicles | 44 vehicles 52 vehicles B
Vehicles /1667
Police 1sq. ft./5 12,380 sq. ft. 23,148 sq. ft. +10,768 14,740 sq. | 17,400 sq. ft. B
Facilities sq. ft. ft.
Source of Standard:
B Burchell, Robert W. et al, Development Impact. 1994.
G Indiana Department of Health
H United States Fire Administration. 1999.

Safety

Standards for fire services and EMS, as supplied
by the United States Fire Adminigtration, are not
based on population. They are based on time and
distance. Staff and equipment need to get to afire
in lessthan four minutes. This can usudly be
achieved within aservice areawith a1.5 mile
radius, dthough Street sizes and pattern and traffic
congestion can affect response times.

The Pike Township Fire Department currently
operates five fire gations in the township. An
additiona three stations will likely be needed by
build-out. A number of additiona gtationsfor the
year 2020 is not estimated because that
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would require an assumption based on where
development will occur within the next 20 years.
Thisis an assumption outsde the scope of this

study.

EMS and fire services are both operated by the
Pike Township Fire Department with overlapping
personnd, vehicles, and facilities.

All 136 fire personnel maintain a current EMS
certification. The 60 EMS professionass plus the
60 fire professonas indicated by the standards do
not overlap, thus there isaneed for atota of 120
professonds. The current number of staff people
in the department can cover both types of
professionals.




In addition to the pumpers, ladder trucks and
ambulances, thereis aneed for other vehicles such
as equipment vans, a hazardous wagte vehicle and
daff cars. The department has a complement of
47 vehicles.

Law enforcement in most of Pike Township is
provided by the Marion County Sheriff’'s
Department which employs approximately 1030
officers and other personnel. Sheriff’s Department
information was not provided on atownship basis,
because the Department does not operate in that
manner. With the exception of Sheriff’ sfacilities
and gtaff persons that serve the entire County
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(City-County Building offices, Marion County Jail),
Sheriff’ s Department information was provided as
East and West with Meridian Street asthe dividing
line. Pike Township represents about 13% of the
population of the Sheriff’s Department’ s full
jurisdiction and 24% of the West area. The
number of personnd, vehicles and facility square
footage was based on these percentages.

The paradox of alack of personnel, yet ahighly
favorable rating for law enforcement in Pike
Township might be explained by efficiencies of
scale due to the county-wide nature of the
Department.



ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Facility and service issues differ from township to
township. In Pike Township, thereisa particular
interest in how growth is occurring and how
growth will affect the School Didtrict.

Housing Types

Pike Township has alarge number of gpartments.
In 1990 Pike Township had more multi-family
housing units than single family housing units. No

other Marion County township had such ahigh
percentage of multi-family units. However, Snce
1990 only 27% of the new housing units built have
been multi-family units. This comparesto a
Marion County rate of 30% of the new housing
units being multi-family. Pike Township's total
percentage of multi-family housing is now morein
line with neighboring Washington Township and
growing closer to southern neighbor Wayne
Township and to the county asawhole.

Single Family vs. Multi-Family Housing Units

Existing Units in 1990

Pike Township Washington Township Wayne Township Marion County

# % # % # % # %
Single 10,488 48 37,542 60 33,316 64 218,913 64
family
units
Multi family 11,233 52 24,939 40 19,093 36 120,489 36
units

Units Built 1990 to 1998

# % # % # % # %
Single 6,979 73 1,362 46 3,030 74 22,562 70
family
units
Multi family 2,562 27 1,603 54 1,058 26 9,654 30
units

Existing Units in 1998

# % # % # % # %
Single 17,467 56 38,903 59 36,346 64 240,582 65
family
units
Multi family 13,795 44 26,542 41 20,151 36 130,021 35
units
Data Source: 1990 U. S. Census and the City of Indianapolis Housing Monitoring System (1998)

Subsidized Rental Housing
Four components make up the subsidized rental
housng market in Marion County:
Public Housing Units. These are units owned
and operated by the Indiangpolis Housing
Agency,
Section 8 Housing Certificates. These enable
eligible households to rent units from landlords

participating in the program,
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Project-based Section 8 Units. These are
privately owned gpartment buildings, that have
received HUD subsidies such as below market
rate mortgage money; and
- Tax Credit Rentd Units. These are units built
under the federd Low-Income Housing Tax
Credit program.

None of Marion County’s 1,800 public housing
units are located in Pike Township.




Section 8 certificates are accepted in 241 locations
in Pike Township as compared to 946 locationsin
Washington Township and 1,217 in Lawrence
Township. Pike Township has ten project-based
Section 8 communities with atotal of 436 assisted
units. Thisisasgmilar to Lawrence Township with
442 units in saven communities and Warren
Township with 429 units in twelve communities.

Two tax credit projects with atotal of 219 units
are located in Pike Township. Washington
Towngship has 241 unitsin five projects, while
southern neighbor Wayne Township has five
projects with atota of only 10 units.

Section 8 Certificate and Voucher

Locations
Township Number of Locations

Center 3,225
Lawrence 1,217
Washington 946

Wayne 723

Warren 475

Pike 241

Perry 79

Decatur 15

Franklin 14

County total 6,935
Source: U. S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development

Project-based Section 8 Communities

Township Communities Assisted Units
Center 43 2,321
Washington 13 986
Wayne 10 544
Lawrence 7 442
Pike 10 436
Warren 12 429
Decatur 5 185
Perry 3 154
Franklin 0 0
County total 103 5,479

Source: U. S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development

Tax Credit Projects

Township Projects Units
Center 101 983
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Warren 5 380
Washington 5 241
Perry 1 239
Pike 2 219
Decatur 1 203
Wayne 5 10
Franklin 0 0
Lawrence 0 0
County total 120 2,275

Land Available for Development

How the remaining undeveloped land is used will
have a greet effect on the township's qudity of life.
Approximately 87% of the land in Pike Township
has aready been developed or is preserved as
park land. The remaining 13% is undeveloped and
amounts to about 3,770 acres.

The chart below shows the Comprehensive Land
Use Plan recommendations for how that
undeveloped land should be developed. By far
the largest category is Very Low Dendty
Resdentia (43% or 1632 acres). Theimplication
of thisistha much of Pike Township's future
growth will be a lower dengties than the growth of
recent years.

Recommended Uses for Undeveloped Land

Other Parks and
Undeveloped Special Uses
6% 2%
Commercial
18%
Very Low
Density
Residential

43%
Industrial ’

17%

Medium
Density Low Density

Residential Residential
5% 9%

Affordability

A concern voiced at the Needs Assessment
mesetings was that Pike Township is seeing the
congruction of more than its fair share of




affordable housing and that thisis a problem for the
township.

The character of Pike Township has changed
radicaly in the last forty years and continues to
change. The relaive proportions of different
housing typesis a contributing factor. Of the new
homes built from 1990 to 1998 in Pike Township,
23% were affordable. This comparesto 29% of
the new homes built in Marion County being
affordable. Pike Township's growth rate of new
affordable housing is smilar to that of Washington
Township (24%) and Perry Township (24%).
Percentage of All New Homes
Constructed from 1990 to 1998 That

Are Affordable

Township Percent

Center 82
Decatur 58
Wayne 39
Warren 34
Franklin 28
Perry 24
Washington 24
Pike 23
Lawrence 10
Marion County 29
Source: City of Indianapolis Housing Monitoring
System, 1998.

Affordability is defined as affordable to afamily of
four earning Marion County’s median income or
less. Thisamount varies from year to year asthe
average income rises. In 1998, median income was
$51,100 and an affordable house was one that
cost $130,364 or less.

Students Generated by Different Housing
Types

Using information provided by the Pike Township
Metropolitan School Digtrict and the

Department of Metropolitan Development, an
average number of students per household by
zoning district was devel oped.

In generd, as the housing density permitted by a
zoning digrict increases, the number of students
per unit increases. However, amagor exception to
thisisthe DS (Dwdling- Suburban) zoning district.
DSistheleast dense didrict (minimum lot size of
one acre), yet it has the greatest average number of
students per unit (.49 students per unit).

As seen in the table below, the wide range of
students per unit for each zoning digtrict seemsto
indicate that the zoning didtrict is not the only factor
affecting the number of students per unit. Other
factors may be number of bedrooms per unit or
overd| sze and vaue of the units.

Thisinformation is based on exidting subdivisonsin
Pike Township and may not be agood indication
of the Stuation in other townships. The D6 zoning
digrict is not included due to the low number of
subdivisons in Pike Township with this zoning.

The DP and PK2 zoning digtricts are not included
due to the highly variable nature of the housing
types dlowed in these didtricts.

Students Per Unit by Zoning District for Pike Township Subdivisions

Zoning district (from # of units within # of Pike MSD Average # of students Range of students
least to most dense) subdivisions students per unit per unit

DS 317 156 .49 .09 t0 .62

D1 531 139 .26 0.0to .57

D2 800 261 .33 .12 t0 .66

D3 2785 1003 .36 0.0to0 .98

D4 535 198 .37 .20t0.70

D5 1647 664 .40 .08 to .50

Source: Pike Township Metropolitan School District and the City of Indianapolis Department of Metropolitan Development
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